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EDITORIAL 


John Edwards of CV Productions, died 3rd May 2006, R.I.P. 

Many readers will know of the tremendous apostolate that John, with his wife 
Marion, made for the Church since 1977 through his organisation of Pro Fide 
Forum talks and recording, copying and distribution of hundreds of audio and 
video tapes. I much appreciated his support of the Creation cause from back 
in 1987, when I began the ‘CESHE:UK Newsletter’, later to be re-launched 
as ‘Daylight’. ‘Thanks to John, many excellent lectures on the Origins issue 
became widely available on cassettes, including those of Wallace Johnson, Fr 
Peter Lessiter, Professor William Marra, Peter Wilders, Gerard Keane, 
Professor Maciej Giertych, and Dr Patrick Gill. As a consequence of John’s 
failing health, Christus Vincit Productions was closed down in January but 
many of the talks will be made available from ‘Keep the Faith Inc.’ in the 
USA; see www.keepthefaith.org for details. | am also exploring the possibility 
of producing some of the evolution titles on audio CDs. 


Cardinal Schonborn - Darwinism incompatible with Catholicism 
In his last email to me dated 11 July 2005, John Edwards passed on an 
encouraging news item: 


In a. New York Times piece published this week, Archbishop of Vienna, Cardinal 
Christof Schonborn called ‘neo-Darwinian’, evolution, or the idea that there is 
no intelligent design behind creation, incompatible with the Catholic Church 
and in conflict with nature itself. 


While noting that the late John Paul II accepted evolution as ‘more than just a 
hypothesis’, he clarified that, “the Catholic Church, while leaving to science 
many details about the history of life on earth, proclaims that by the light of 
reason the human intellect can readily and clearly discern purpose and design 
in the natural world, including the world of living things.” Many, he said, 
mistakenly use John Paul's undefined openness to evolution as an open door to 
align the Christian faith with the neo-Darwinian dogma, as he calls it; this can 
never be true. Evolution, in the sense of common ancestry may be true, the 
Cardinal wrote, but he sees neo- Darwinism, what he describes as “an 
unguided, unplanned process of random variation and natural selection” as 
completely false in the eyes of the Church. 
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“Any system of thought” he clarifies, “that denies or seeks to explain away the 
overwhelming evidence for design in biology is ideology, not science.” The 
Cardinal added that while many quote John Paul II's “rather vague and 
unimportant” 1996 statement, referenced above, few truly explore what the 


pontiff really said about design in nature. He cited a 1985 general audience in 
which John Paul said, 


“All the observations concerning the development of life lead to a similar 
conclusion. ‘The evolution of living beings, of which science seeks to determine 
the stages and to discern the mechanism, presents an internal finality which 
arouses admiration. ‘This finality which directs beings in a direction for which 
they are not responsible or in charge,” he continued, “obliges one to suppose a 
Mind which 1s its inventor, its creator.” 


The Austrian prelate further lamented that the new Pope Benedict XVI now 
finds himself falsely aligned with an incorrect idea of evolution as well. He said 
that many often quote “a sentence about common ancestry from a 2004 
document of the International Theological Commission, [and point] out that 
Benedict was at the time head of the commission...” He adds that they use 
this to conclude “that the Catholic Church has no problem with the notion of 
‘evolution’ as used by mainstream biologists - that 1s, synonymous with 
neo-Darwinism.” 


In actuality, the cardinal points out, “The commission’s document...reaflirms 
the perennial teaching of the Catholic Church about the reality of design in 
nature. Commenting on the widespread abuse of John Paul's 1996 letter on 
evolution, he wrote, “the commission cautions that the letter cannot be read as 
a blanket approbation of all theories of evolution, including those of a 
neo-Darwinian provenance which explicitly deny to divine providence any 
truly causal role in the development of life in the universe.” 


In his conclusion, Cardinal Schonborn, almost exhaustedly pointed out that, 
as it has for years, the Church would not fail to “defend the truths of faith 
given by Jesus Christ.” He calls scientific claims like that of the neo-Darwinists 
simply a way to “avoid the overwhelming evidence for purpose and design 
found in modern science” and, quoting John Paul, said that these theories are 
not science, but in fact, an “abdication of human intelligence.” 
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Creationism attacked by Canterbury and Clarke 


The Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr Rowan Williams [leader of the Anglican 
Protestants] told the Guardian newspaper [21st March 2006] that he was 
opposed to the teaching of creationism in science lessons. He said that 
creationism treats the biblical account of the origins of the universe as just one 
theory that can be judged alongside other explanations, such as evolution. But 
creationism - the belief that God created the world in seven days at a 
particular point in history - was in that sense a “category mistake”. 


It was reported in the Daily ‘Telegraph the next day that the Home Secretary, 
Charles Clarke, had declared he was “totally opposed” to the concept of 
creationism. “Mr Clarke, who said he did not believe in God, insisted that 
science was the basis for progress and praised Charles Darwin as one of the 
greatest scientists in history. ‘It is certain, in my view, that creationism is 
anti-scientific and as I believe that science should be the route of where we go, 
I therefore do not approve of it.’ he said [...| He added that it was acceptable 
for schools to teach that there were people who held a creationist point of 


view.” [DT, 22 Mar 2006]. 


It is to be expected that atheists will cling to their conviction that, whatever the 
evidence of science may reveal, evolution must have happened. Some 
examples are given in the references to the views of Watson, Crick, Bondi and 
Gold in the “Where 1s Evolution?” article in this issue. However, an increasing 
number of scientists who are Christians now challenge the materialistic and 
naturalistic assumptions of Evolution, including Dr David ‘Tyler, who writes in 
praise of Pope Benedict’s rejection of atheistic evolutionism. Meanwhile, 
certain Catholic astronomers appear to be philosophically wedded to the Big 
Bang theory of origins that atheists use to replace belief in Creation by God. Is 
it any wonder that we are still so far from achieving Christian Unity in ‘Truth? 


Daylight depends on your support! 


Please check if you have been sent a reminder and renew your subscription 
promptly. New supporters are urgently needed - please spread the word! Ed. 
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EVOLUTION - FACT OR BELIEF? 


Now viewable on-line at www.noevolution.org 
or to purchase on DVD! 


Includes a new 25min section on Evolution and Philosophy 


with Professor Josef Seifert... 
Can Science Explain Everything? What is Life? Knowledge of Man 
‘The Problem of Evil. Abortion & Euthanasia. Did God Use Evolution? 


£10 per copy (post included) from Daylight 
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Pope Benedict XVI and his challenge 


to evolutionary theorists 


David ‘Tyler 


Pope Benedict XVI says “We are not some casual and meaningless product of 
evolution.” ‘This will not please the atheist-minded scientists in our society, 
who maintain with vehemence that we are! 


Richard Dawkins asserts the meaninglessness of evolutionary processes: '"Uhe 
universe we observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there 1s, at 
bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil and no good, nothing but blind pitiless 
indifference" Rwer Out of Eden: A Darwinian View of Life (Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, London, 1995, 9). 


Douglas Futuyma does the same when he wrote: "By coupling undirected, 
purposeless variation to the blind, uncaring process of natural selection, 
Darwin made theological or spiritual explanations of the life processes 
superfluous. ‘Together with Marx's materialist theory of history and society 
and Freud's attribution of human behaviour to influences over which we have 
little control, Darwin's theory of evolution was a crucial plank in the platform 
of mechanism and materialism - of much of science, in short - that has since 
been the stage of most Western thought.” ( Evolution , Sinauer Associates, 


Sunderland, MA. 1986, p. 2). 


Either these writers are reading theology into science (abusing science), or they 
are correctly assessing the significance of the evolutionary theory they espouse. 
If it is the former, it is about time the community of scientists created a fuss 
about people promoting nihilism and materialism in the name of science. If it 
is the latter, those scientists with theistic convictions need to respond 
vigorously — because the evolutionary theory of Dawkins and Futuyma cannot 
coexist with theism. 


To date, the challenge to evolutionary theory has come from creationist 
eroups, from the [ID movement and from some Islamic scholars. Apart from 
that, there have been only isolated individuals. Some Roman Catholics have 
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distanced themselves from neo-Darwinian theory (notably Mike Behe), but 
most have contented themselves with the thought that biological evolution 
explains everything except mankind. 


Consequently, it is significant to find the new Pope going further than this in 
his inauguration address. His comments describe the process of evolution as 
“casual and meaningless” — which would not be the case if God was steering 
and guiding evolution to accomplish his eternal plan. Here is the relevant part 
of his homily: 


MASS FOR THE INAUGURATION OF THE PONTIFICATE 
OF POPE BENEDICT XVI 


HOMILY OF HIS HOLINESS BENEDICT XVI 


St. Peter's Square 
Sunday, 24 April 2005 


“Today too the Church and the successors of the Apostles are told to put out 
into the deep sea of history and to let down the nets, so as to win men and 
women over to the Gospel — to God, to Christ, to true life. The Fathers made 
a very significant commentary on this singular task. ‘This 1s what they say: for a 
fish, created for water, it is fatal to be taken out of the sea, to be removed from 
its vital element to serve as human food. But in the mission of a fisher of men, 
the reverse is true. We are living in alienation, in the salt waters of suffering 
and death; in a sea of darkness without light. The net of the Gospel pulls us 
out of the waters of death and brings us into the splendour of God's light, into 
true life. It is really true: as we follow Christ in this mission to be fishers of 
men, we must bring men and women out of the sea that is salted with so many 
forms of alienation and onto the land of life, into the ight of God. It is really 
so: the purpose of our lives is to reveal God to men. And only where God is 
seen does life truly begin. Only when we meet the living God in Christ do we 
know what life 1s. We are not some casual and meaningless product of 
evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God. Each of us is willed, 
each of us is loved, each of us is necessary. There is nothing more beautiful 
than to be surprised by the Gospel, by the encounter with Christ. There is 
nothing more beautiful than to know Him and to speak to others of our 
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friendship with Him. The task of the shepherd, the task of the fisher of men, 
can often seem wearisome. But it is beautiful and wonderful, because it 1s truly 
a service to Joy, to God's joy which longs to break into the world.” 


SRK RRR 


What shall we say of churchmen who line up behind scientists hke Dawkins? 
"It's important to get across that respectable church men are all supporters of 
evolution," Dawkins told ‘The Scientist recently. (Cited by Stephen Pincock, 
Creationism: from the US, with Love. The Scientist 19 (4): 12-13. Feb. 28, 
2005). 


First, we need to point out that Dawkins cannot have it both ways. As noted 
above, either evolution 1s consistent with ‘Vheism or it is not. If it is consistent 
with ‘Theism, Dawkins is being disimgenuous in affirming so strongly that the 
material world is characterised by “blind pitiless indifference”. If it is not 
consistent with ‘Theism, Dawkins has no business “getting across” the message 
that churchmen are supporters of evolution — because he must conclude that 
they are deluded and really ought to be corrected about their church 
affiliation! 


Pope Benedict XVI is to be commended for raising his voice on this issue. He, 
at least, is not one of those “respectable church men” with whom Dawkins 
finds common ground. If this gets Roman Catholic scientists thinking again 
about the relationship between ‘Theism and the Theory of Evolution, we can 
look forward to some interesting days ahead! 


David J. ‘Tyler (April 2005) 


From the web site of the Biblical Creation Society (published with permission.) 


Christians in Science 


This organisation 1s not creationist, but does carry several interesting articles 
on Origins, including critiques of the writings of Richard Dawkins. 


See: www.cis. org.uk 
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Some Observations on the Views of the Vatican Observatory 
Anthony Nevard 


Fr George Coyne SJ 

According to a story published by the Catholic News Service on April 6th 
2006, the director of the Vatican Observatory, following a lecture in 
Washington on March 27th, called the concept of Intelligent Design "absurd" 
and part of a religious fundamentalist movement in the United States, aiming 
to use science to show that God exists. “They are using the Bible as science, as 
a source of scientific knowledge. ‘This is wrong,’ He pointed out that the 
earliest date given for the start of modern science is the 13th century, more 
than 1,000 years after all the books of the Bible were written. “How could 
biblical writers draw on science when modern science didn't exist yet?” said 
Father Coyne. He discussed intelligent design in his speech on the evolution of 
the universe, which was sponsored by the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science. “Intelligent design is a religious movement based on 
fear that if you don't teach an alternative to evolution, we will have a lot of 
little atheists running around,” he said. 


Edward Razz, of the Kolbe Center, explains F'r Coyne’s misunderstanding: 
“First, he confuses the Intelligent Design movement with Biblical creationism. 
The Intelligent Design movement holds the idea that natural organisms 
display unmistakable evidence of design in their composition without making 
any reference to the Bible. Biblical creationists agree with the deduction of 
Intelligent Design from nature but declare Who the Designer is. By using logic 
and observation — scientists conclude that the origin of some things can not be 
explained through time and chance. Who would have thought that scientists 
concluding “God is Creator of Heaven and Earth” would be objectionable 
within the Church? 


“Second, Fr. Coyne concludes that we shouldn’t look to science to find signs of 
God’s existence but that we need to first establish a personal relationship with 
Him. How can somebody establish a personal relationship — with someone 
whom they are unsure exists? It requires much greater faith to believe in a 
personal God — one who counts the hair on our head and loves and knows us 
individually — than just believing in God’s existence. Evolution doesn’t 
necessarily eliminate the possibility of God’s existence — but it does make God 
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an unnecessary hypothesis and truly not discernible from the natural world. 
This is precisely the reason why evolution is so strongly associated with false 
religions such as pantheism and atheism, as well as the heresy known as 
modernism. 


“According to the First Vatican Council [2], design in nature must be affirmed 
by all the faithful — including Father Coyne. 


“ “If anyone shall have said that the one true God, our Creator and our Lord, 
cannot be known with certitude by those things with which have been made, 
by the natural light of human reason: let him be anathema.’ [Vatican Council 
Decree against those denying natural theology] 


“This unchanging dogma of the Church makes it clear that all Catholics must 
affirm that God can be discerned from the created world by human reason. 
The Intelligent Design movement is simply a modern expression of this truth.” 


Brother Guy Consolmagno 

Not long after Fr Coyne’s remarks in Washington, Brother Consolmagno, 
who works in a Vatican observatory in Arizona and 1s curator of the Vatican 
meteorite collection in Italy, gave a speech at the Glasgow Science Centre 
entitled “Why the Pope has an Astronomer”. A report by Ian Johnston in The 
Scotsman said: 

“He described creationism, whose supporters want it taught in schools 
alongside evolution, as a ‘kind of paganism’ because it harked back to the days 
of ‘nature gods’ who were responsible for natural events. 

“Brother Consolmagno argued that the Christian God was a supernatural 
one, a belief that had led the clergy in the past to become involved in science 
to seek natural reasons for phenomena such as thunder and lightning, which 
had been previously attributed to vengeful gods. ‘Knowledge is dangerous, but 
so 1s ignorance. ‘That's why science and religion need to talk to each other,’ he 
said. “Religion needs science to keep it away from superstition and keep it close 
to reality, to protect it from creationism, which at the end of the day is a kind 
of paganism - it's turning God into a nature god. And science needs religion in 
order to have a conscience, to know that, just because something 1s possible, it 
may not be a good thing to do.’ ” 
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Catholic scientist Professor Maciej Giertych, MA, Oxon, PhD Toronto, 
Member of the European Parliament, wrote to The Scotsman: 


“You reported the opinion of the Vatican astronomer Br. Consolmagno on 
evolution (The Scotsman May 5th 2006). Br. Consolmagno is right that 
‘knowledge is dangerous, but so is ignorance’, however he shows. total 
ignorance of new scientific evidence against the theory of evolution. 

“There is experimental sedimentological evidence that geological strata can 
form rapidly and sideways rather than by deposition one on top of the other. 
There is archaeological/paleontological evidence that dinosaurs existed 
together with men. There is evidence for a major world wide catastrophe in 
historical times (millions of suffocated mammoths with undigested plants in 
their bellies in the permafrost of Siberia, Alaska and Yukon; human dwellings 
under the Black Sea; plant remains under the Sahara and the Antarctica; 
reports on the Flood in various ancient civilisations). Embryological research 
disqualified the views about embryology  recapitulating phylogeny. 
Phylogenetic views on the evolution of man are turned upside down by ever 
new primate paleontological find - no confirmations are ever found. 
Mutagenic research has not yielded any positive mutations. 


“We know that information exists in biology, and is transferred through the 
DNA/RNA/protein system. We do not know its origin, but we know it exists, 
can be spoiled by mutations, but does never improve itself spontaneously (no 
positive mutations have ever been demonstrated by science - adaptations to 
antibiotics or herbicides are equivalent to immunological adaptation to 
diseases - they reflects a potential do defend functionality and not a creation of 
a new function). Just as in a computer - the hardware is a pile a junk without 
the software, and the software never improves itself spontaneously, though it 
can undergo spontaneous corruption. Intelligence 1s needed to improve it. 


“There is a school of theoretical physicists, who do not accept the idea of 
chance being the sole explanation of the workings of the micro- and 
macro-cosmos. ‘They suspect the existence of an information field somewhere 
and envy biologists that they have already found their own information field 
(in the DNA). We keep on searching for natural explanations of everything in 
nature, but the origin of intelligence demands a supernatural explanation.” 
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Hugh Owen, Director of the Kolbe Center for the Study of Creation, noted: 


“Brother Consolmagno says that the belief that God created the universe in 
six days is a form of ‘pagan superstition.’ ‘This would certainly come as a shock 
to the Fathers and Doctors of the Church who saw in the hexameron [six-day 
creation account] a stark contrast to pagan creation myths —— myths which, as 
St. Basil the Great noted, bear a striking resemblance to modern evolutionist 
mythologies. Brother Consolmagno told The Scotsman that the idea that 
religion and science are competing principles is a ‘destructive myth’. ‘The 
Fathers and Doctors would certainly have applauded that statement. But how 
does the jettisoning of the traditional Catholic understanding of creation as a 
supernatural divine action rather than a natural process help to harmonise the 
insights of divine revelation and natural science? 


“Brother Consolmagno calls the God of St. Basil, St. Bonaventure, and St. 
Lawrence of Brindisi a ‘nature god’ when an elementary acquaintance with 
their creation theology would suffice to show that the God of the hexameron is 
a transcendent God who creates all of the different kinds of creatures by divine 
fiat — the exact opposite of Brother Consolmagno’s ‘pantheist god’ who, in 
the words of Vatican Observatory director Fr. George Coyne, ‘doesn’t know 
everything’ and endows the universe with its own divine creative dynamism.” 


Brother Consolmagno describes creationism as a ‘kind of paganism’ because it 
is similar to the idea of ‘nature gods’ who pagans believed to be responsible for 
natural events. Can he be so unfamiliar with the creation theology of the 
Fathers, Doctors, and Councils that he does not understand the elementary 
distinction between the creation period and the period of providence in which 
we live? If only he had been given elementary instruction in Catholic creation 
theology, he would see that his attempts to extrapolate from present day 
conditions all the way back to the first moment of creation are doomed to 
failure. He might just as well deny the Miracle at Cana because the 
production of wine from water cannot occur through natural processes! 


“ “Knowledge is dangerous, but so is ignorance,’ Brother Consolmagno 1s 
quoted as saying. But what could be more dangerous than his profound 


ignorance of the creation theology common to all of the Fathers and Doctors 
of the Church? 
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The Scientific Controversy Over Whether 


Microevolution Can Account For Macroevolution 


© Center for Science and Culture/ Discovery Institute, 
1511 Third Avenue, Suite 808, Seattle, WA 98101 


When Charles Darwin published The Origin of Species in 1859, it was already 
known that existing species can change over time. ‘This is the basis of artificial 
breeding, which had been practised for thousands of years. Darwin and his 
contemporaries were also familiar enough with the fossil record to know that 
major changes in living things had occurred over geological time. Darwin’s 
theory was that a process analogous to artificial breeding also occurs in nature; 
he called that process natural selection. Darwin’s theory was also that changes 
in existing species due primarily to natural selection could, if given enough 
time, produce the major changes we see in the fossil record. 


After Darwin, the first phenomenon (changes within an existing species or 
gene pool) was named “micro-evolution.” ‘There is abundant evidence that 
changes can occur within existing species, both domestic and wild, so 
Microevolution is uncontroversial. ‘The second phenomenon (large-scale 
changes over geological time) was named “macro-evolution,” and Darwin’s 
theory that the processes of the former can account for the latter was 
controversial right from the start. Many biologists during and after Darwin’s 
lifetime have questioned whether the natural counterpart of domestic breeding 
could do what domestic breeding has never done -- namely, produce new 
species, organs, and body plans. In the first few decades of the twentieth 
century, skepticism over this aspect of evolution was so strong that Darwin’s 
theory went into eclipse. (See Chapter 9 of Peter Bowler’s Evolution: The History 
of an Idea, University of California Press, revised edition, 1989). 


In the 1930s, “neo-Darwinists” proposed that genetic mutations (of which 
Darwin was unaware) could solve the problem. Although the vast majority of 
mutations are harmful (and thus cannot be favored by natural selection), in 
rare instances one may benefit an organism. For example, genetic mutations 
account for some cases of antibiotic resistance in bacteria; if an organism is in 
the presence of the antibiotic, such a mutation is beneficial. All known 
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beneficial mutations, however, affect only an organism’s biochemistry; 
Darwinian evolution requires large-scale changes in morphology, or anatomy. 
Midway through the twentieth century, some Darwinian geneticists suggested 
that occasional “macromutations” might produce the _ large-scale 
morphological changes needed by Darwin’s theory. Unfortunately, all known 
morphological mutations are harmful, and the larger their effects the more 
harmful they are. Scientific critics of macromutations took to calling this the 
“hopeful monster” hypothesis. (See Chapter 12 of Bowler’s book.) 


The scientific controversy over whether processes observable within existing 
species and gene pools (Microevolution) can account for large-scale changes 
over geological time (Macroevolution) continues to this day. Here are a few 
examples of peer-reviewed scientific articles that have referred to it just in the 
last few years: 


¢ David L. Stern, “Perspective: Evolutionary Developmental 
Biology and the Problem of Variation,” Evolution 54 (2000): 
1079-1091. 


“One of the oldest problems in evolutionary biology remains largely 
unsolved... Historically, the neo-Darwinian synthesizers stressed the 
predominance of micromutations in evolution, whereas others noted the 
similarities between some dramatic mutations and_ evolutionary 


transitions to argue for macromutationism.” 


¢ Robert L. Carroll, “Towards a new evolutionary synthesis,” 
Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 15 (January, 2000): 27. 


“Large-scale evolutionary phenomena cannot be understood solely on 
the basis of extrapolation from processes observed at the level of modern 


populations and species.” 
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e Andrew M. Simons, “The continuity of microevolution and 
macroevolution,” Journal of Evolutionary Biology 15 (2002): 
688-701. 


“A persistent debate in evolutionary biology is one over the continuity of 
microevolution and macroevolution -- whether macroevolutionary trends 


are governed by the principles of microevolution.” 


It should be noted that all of the scientists quoted above are believers in 
Darwinian evolution, and that all of them think the controversy will eventually 
be resolved within the framework of that theory. Stern, for example, believes 


that new developmental studies of gene function will provide “the current 


missing link.” (p. 1079) ‘Phe important point here is that the controversy has 


not yet been resolved, precisely because the evidence needed to resolve it is 
still lacking. It is important for students to know what the evidence does or 


does not show -- not just what some scientists hope the evidence will 


eventually show. 


Since the controversy over microevolution and macroevolution is at the heart 
of Darwin’s theory, and since evolutionary theory is so influential in modern 
biology, it 1s a disservice to students for biology curricula to ignore the 
controversy entirely. Furthermore, since the scientific evidence needed to settle 
the controversy is still lacking, it is inaccurate to give students the impression 
that the controversy has been resolved and that all scientists have reached a 
consensus on the issue. 


Reprinted by kind permission of: 
The Discovery Institute 


1511 Third Avenue, Suite 808, Seattle, Wa 98101 
(206) 292-0401 Fax (206) 682-5320 
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ENGLAND WAIVES THE RULES 
Michael Fishwick 


England used to be known for ruling the waves. Now it seems that it is about 
to start waiving the rules! 


For three decades great battles have been fought in courtrooms across 
America about whether or not teaching the science of Creation, and more 
lately Intelligent Design, should be allowed in science classrooms. ‘The 
controversy in America has been relayed in news headlines internationally. So 
far, Humanism has generally laid down and enforced the rules throughout the 
Western world, to the detriment of the truth of Creation. 


But now, quietly, and without fanfare, it appears that those unjustly imposed 
rules are about to be waived, to some small extent, in England. 


Schools in England choose the curriculum that they are to follow from one of 
three main Examination Boards. "The ‘Times' (London) revealed on March 
10th, 2006 that one of these Exam Boards - OCR - is going to encourage 
"schools to consider alternative views to Charles Darwin's theory of 
evolution." The OCR Board (Oxford, Cambridge and Royal Society of Arts) 
was created in 1998 from the amalgamation of three previous Exam Boards. 
www.timesonline.co.uk/article/0,,591-2078747,00.html 


A representative of OCR stated: 

"Candidates need to understand the social and historical context to scientific 
ideas both pre and post Darwin. Candidates are asked to discuss why the 
opponents of Darwinism thought the way they did and how scientific 
controversies can arise from different ways of interpreting empirical evidence." 


According to a BBC report, the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority, a 
government linked group that creates guidelines for the National Curriculum, 
had previously allowed discussion of Creation Science and Intelligent Design 
to take place in science classrooms. So far, only three state run schools are 
known to have taken advantage of this guideline as policy. Now that a major 
Examination Board has added critical analysis, and comparison of Darwinism 
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with other widely held views, to their curriculum, schools will have no choice 
but to teach critically, or use another Exam Board. It is widely believed, 
though, that a much larger number of religiously orientated privately run 
schools do teach, if not always Creation Science, at least opposition to the 
philosophy of evolution. Unfortunately, not many of them are Catholic, or 
even Christian in a broader sense. Perhaps this is one, amongst many, reasons 
why the home-schooling movement is growing quickly in Britain. 
http://mews.bbc.co.uk/ 1/hi/education/4793198.stm 


It is the enormous number of Muslims residing in Britain who seem most 
determined to oppose the false science and philosophy of evolution in school. 
Catholic schools generally follow the lead of the Bishops of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland in rejecting the literal and historical truths not just of 
Genesis, but of the entirety of Holy Scripture! 
www.catholicplanet.com/articles/instruction008.htm 


Nevertheless, a recent poll conducted by the BBC amongst a sample group of 
two thousand people showed that, even with all the many decades of officially 
sanctioned evolutionary propaganda being fed to Britons morning, noon and 
night, a large number still appear to reject the fairy tale of macro-evolution. 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/ 1 /hi/sci/tech/4648598.stm 


Such a surprising result, in a de-Christianized country, is echoed by an article 
in another British newspaper, "The Guardian. It relates that a growing 
number of college and university students are rejecting evolution in favour of 
Creation. On some campuses they are, apparently, becoming a majority. The 
article predicts that the next generation of doctors and scientists in Britain will 
be full of Creationists! 
http://education.guardian.co.uk/higher/news/story/0,,1714171,00.html 


All of this is naturally very good news for the Kolbe Center and allied groups 
and supporters. It still remains to be seen how deep the critical appraisal of 
Darwinism will become, and how accurate the portrayal of the science of 
Creation will be. But it does provide a wonderful opportunity to present the 
empirical research of Catholic, and other, Creation Scientists to the up and 
coming generations of British scientific and medical professionals and opinion 
formers. 
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The Scientific Controversy Over the 
Cambrian Explosion 


© Center for Science and Culture/Discovery Institute, 
1511 Third Avenue, Suite 808, Seattle, WA 98101 


Darwin called his theory "descent with modification." ‘The phrase reflected 
Darwin's belief that all organisms are modified descendants of a common 
ancestor that lived in the distant past. ‘The only illustration in Darwin's book 
The Ongin of Species shows the "tree of life" pattern one would expect to find in 
the fossil record if his theory were true. The common ancestor would come 
first, as a single species at the base of the tree. Minor differences among 
individuals would appear first, and these differences would eventually increase 
until one species had become two or more. Differences among species would 
then grow until some species became so different they would be classed as 
separate genera; genera would diverge to become separate families, families 
would diverge to become separate orders, and so on. Eventually differences 
would become so great that where there had orginally been one major 
division or "phylum," there would now be two. ‘Today there are several dozen 
animal phyla. ‘The major ones include the nematodes (roundworms), annelids 
(earthworms and leeches), mollusks (clams and snails), arthropods (lobsters and 
insects), echinoderms (starfish and sea urchins) and chordates (fishes and 
mammals). 


If Darwin's theory were true, then a long accumulation of minor differences 
must have preceded the major differences we now see among the animal 
phyla. As Darwin himself wrote, before the different phyla appeared there 
must have been "vast periods" during which "the world swarmed with living 
creatures" (Excerpt A, p. 83). In the fossil record, however, most of the major 
animal phyla appear fully formed at the beginning of the geological period 
known as the Cambrian, with no fossil evidence that they branched off from a 
common ancestor. Darwin was aware of this, acknowledging in The Origin of 
Species that "several of the main divisions of the animal kingdom suddenly 
appear in the lowest known fossiliferous rocks." He called this a "serious" 
problem which "at present must remain inexplicable; and may be truly urged 
as a valid argument against the views here entertained" (Excerpt A, pp. 82, 
85). 
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(A) Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species, Sixth Edition 
(New York: D. Appleton, 1890), Chapter X. 


Darwin remained convinced that his theory was true, however. He speculated 
that ancestors of the different phyla had not been found because the fossil 
record was imperfect. If, as it seemed, rocks before the Cambrian had been 
deformed by heat and pressure, or eroded away, then fossil ancestors might 
never be found. He acknowledged, though, that he really had "no satisfactory 
answer" to the problem (Excerpt A, p. 84). 


Subsequent fossil collecting, however, has yielded many fossils of organisms 
that lived before the Cambrian. Fossil beds in Canada (the Burgess shale) and 
China (the Chengjiang fauna) have also yielded much richer collections of 
Cambrian fossils than were available to Darwin and his contemporaries. 
Reviewing the evidence in 1991, Berkeley paleontologist James Valentine and 
his colleagues noted: "During the past 40 years, rocks older than what had 
now been considered to be the base of the Cambrian have indeed yielded 
fossils that now permit much more detailed assessments of early metazoan 
fi.e., multicellular animal] evolution" (Excerpt B, p. 280). Valentine and his 
colleagues found that "it has not proven possible to trace transitions" between 
the phyla, and the evidence points to a Cambrian "explosion" that "was even 
more abrupt and extensive than previously envisioned" (Excerpt B, pp. 281, 
294). ‘The authors concluded that "the metazoan explosion 1s real; it is too big 
to be masked by flaws in the fossil record" (Excerpt B, p. 318). 


Some scientists have suggested that fossil ancestors for the animal phyla are 
missing not because the rocks have been deformed or eroded, but because 
animals before the Cambrian lacked hard parts, and thus never fossilized in 
the first place. According to this hypothesis, the Cambrian explosion merely 
represents the sudden appearance of shells and skeletons in animals that had 
evolved long before. ‘The fossil evidence, however, does not support this 
hypothesis. First, as Harvard paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould and 
Cambridge paleontologist Simon Conway Morris have pointed out, the 
majority of Cambrian explosion fossils are soft-bodied (Stephen Jay Gould, 
Wonderful Life [New York: Norton, 1989]; Simon Conway Morris, The Crucible 
of Creation [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998). Second, the fossil evidence 
points to the appearance of many new body plans in the Cambrian, not just 
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the acquisition of hard parts by existing phyla. According to Berkeley 
paleontologist James Valentine, the Cambrian explosion "Involved far more 
major animal groups than just the durably skeletonized living phyla." It was 
"new kinds of organisms, and not old lineages newly donning skeleton-armor, 
that appeared" (Excerpt C, p. 533). Valentine concluded: "the record that we 
have is not very supportive of models that posit a long period of the evolution 
of metazoan phyla" before the Cambrian (Excerpt C, p. 547). 


(B) James W. Valentine et al., 'The Biological Explosion at 
the Precambrian-Cambrian Boundary," Evolutionary 


Biology 25 (1991): 279-356. 


(C) James W. Valentine, 'The Macroevolution of Phyla," 
pp. 925-553 in Jere H. Lipps & Philip W. Signor (editors), 
Origin and Early Evolution of the Metazoa (New York: 
Plenum Press, 1992). 


Recent studies have also emphasized the abruptness of the Cambrian 
explosion. After reviewing the geological dating of rocks near the 
Precambrian-Cambrian boundary, Bowring and his colleagues reported in 
1993 that the Cambrian explosion of animal phyla was "unlikely to have 
exceeded 10 million years" (Excerpt D, p. , 1297). As Valentine, Jablonski and 
Erwin pointed out in 1999, this is "less than 2°% of the time from the base of 
the Cambrian to the present day" (Excerpt E, p. 852). Since the time from the 
Cambrian to the present is only about one seventh of the time since the origin 
of life on Earth, this means the Cambrian explosion was geologically very 
abrupt, indeed. According to Valentine, Jablonski and Erwin, extensive new 
data "do not muffle the explosion, which continues to stand out as a major 
feature in early metazoan history" (Excerpt E, p. 851). 


(D) Samuel A. Bowring et al., "Calibrating Rates of Early 
Cambrian Evolution," Science 261 (1993): 1293-1298. 


(E) James W. Valentine, David Jablonski & Douglas H. 
Erwin, "Fossils, molecules and embryos: new perspectives 
on the Cambrian explosion,"' Development 126 (1999): 
851-859. 
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What significance does the Gambrian explosion have for evaluating Darwin's 
theory that all animals are modified descendants of a common ancestor? As 
we have seen, Darwin himself considered it a serious problem (Excerpt A). 
Although Darwin's theory predicts that animal evolution should proceed from 
the "bottom up," with the largest differences emerging last, James Valentine 
and his colleagues wrote in 1991 that the pattern of the Gambrian explosion 
"creates the impression that metazoan evolution has by and large proceeded 
from the ‘top down’ " (Excerpt B, p. 294). Harry Whittington, an expert on 
the Cambrian fossils from the Burgess shale, wrote in 1985 : "It may well be 
that metazoan animals arose independently in different areas. I look 
sceptically upon diagrams that show the branching diversity of animal life 
through time, and come down at the base to a single kind of animal" (Excerpt 
F, p. 131). Evolutionary biologist Jeffrey Levinton, though convinced of the 
common ancestry of animals, acknowledged in 1992 that the Cambrian 
explosion --"life's big bang," as he called it -- remains "evolutionary biology's 
deepest paradox" (Excerpt G, p. 84). Although "the body plans that evolved 
in the Cambrian by and large served as the blueprints for those seen today," 
Levinton saw "no reason to think that the rate of evolution was ever slower or 
faster than it is now. Yet that conclusion still leaves unanswered the paradox 
posed by the Cambrian explosion and the mysterious persistence of those 
ancient body plans" (Excerpt G, pp. 84, 90). In 1999, University of California 
biologist Malcolm Gordon wrote: "Recent research results make it seem 
improbable that there could have been single basal forms for many of the 
highest categories of evolutionary differentiation (kingdoms, phyla, classes)" 
(Excerpt H, p. 331). Gordon concluded: "The traditional version of the theory 
of common descent apparently does not apply to kingdoms [i.e., plants, 
animals, fungi, bacteria] as presently recognized. It probably does not apply to 
many, if not all, phyla, and possibly also not to many classes within the phyla" 
(Excerpt H, p. 335). 


(F) Harry B. Whittington, The Burgess Shale (New Haven, 
CT: Yale University Press, 1985). 


(G) Jeffrey S. Levinton, "The Big Bang of Animal 


Evolution," Scientific American 267 (November, 1992): 
84-91. 
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(H) Malcolm S. Gordon, "The Concept of Monophyly: A 
Speculative Essay," Biology and Philosophy 14 (1999): 
331-348. 


So the Cambrian explosion is real, and for some biologists it 1s at least 
paradoxical and mysterious from the perspective of Darwin's theory. For other 
biologists, 1t actually constitutes evidence against Darwin's hypothesis that all 
animals evolved from a single common ancestor. Yet some scientists continue 
to defend Darwin's theory by arguing that the Cambrian explosion is perfectly 
consistent with it. One of these is Alan Gishlick of the National Center for 
Science Education, a group that opposes any criticisms of Darwinian evolution 
in biology classrooms. In written comments submitted to the Texas State 
Board of Education at their textbook-adoption hearing July 9, 2003, Gishlick 
criticized a book by biologist Jonathan Wells, cons of Evolution (Washington, 
DC: Regnery Publishing, 2000). In his comments, Gishlick wrote that the 
Cambrian explosion actually occurred "over a 15-20 million year period" and 
that "the ‘top-down’ appearance of body plans is, contrary to Wells, 
compatible with the predictions of evolution" (Excerpt I, p. 15). Gishlick's 
claim about the duration of the Cambrian explosion is at odds, however, with 
the published views of James Valentine and his colleagues (Excerpt B, p. 279; 
Excerpt E, pp. 851-853) and Samuel Bowring and his colleagues (Excerpt D). 
Furthermore, if by "evolution" Gishlick means "Darwinian evolution," then 
his claim that a "top-down" pattern is consistent with evolution conflicts with 
the published views of Harry Whittington (Excerpt F) and Malcolm Gordon 
(Excerpt H). Clearly, Gishlick's disagreements are not just with Wells. 


Gishlick also argued that the major differences between animal phyla are not 
so major after all. He wrote: "The most primitive living chordate Amphioxus is 
very similar to the Cambrian fossil chordate Pikia [sic -- actually Pikaia]. Both 
are basically worms with a stiff rod (the notochord) in them. The amount of 
change between a worm and a worm with a stiff rod is relatively small, but the 
presence of a notochord is a major ‘body- plan’ distinction of a chordate. 
Further, it is just another small step from a worm with a stiff rod to a worm 
with a stiff rod and a head (e.g., Hazkouella; Chen et al., 1999) or a worm with a 
segmented stiff rod (vertebrae), a head and fin folds (e.g., Harkouschthyes; Shu et 
al., 1999). Finally add a fusiform body, fin differentiation, and scales; the result 
is something resembling a ‘fish’ " (Excerpt I, p. 15). Yet Gishlick's fanciful 
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scenario ignores most of what biologists know about worms and chordates. 
There are several fundamental anatomical differences between worms and 
chordates, which can be found in any good biology textbook; possession of a 
notochord is only one of them. If chordates were simply worms with a stiff 
rod, they might not even be classed as a separate phylum. Furthermore, from 
an evolutionary perspective worms and chordates are not closely related. In 
standard evolutionary trees (such as the ones reproduced here from the Sixth 
Edition of Campbell & Reece's Biology), chordates (green arrow at top of pp. 
636 & 640 in Excerpt J) are considered closer to echinoderms (starfish and sea 
urchins) than they are to any of the worm phyla (two of which are indicated by 
the pink and orange arrows at the top of the same diagrams in Excerpt J). 
Gishlick cites two scientific articles to support his argument: The first points 
out that the most primitive chordates might have rudimentary brains and thus 
be closer to chordates with heads than previously thought, but it does not 
address the problem of how the first chordate originated (Excerpt K, p. 522). 
The second article actually contradicts Gishlick's suggestion that once a worm 

possesses a stiff rod it could easily evolve into a vertebrate. According to Shu 
and his colleagues, "the derivation of the first vertebrates from the 
cephalochordates [i.e., more primitive chordates] must have entailed a major 
reorganization of the body" (Excerpt L, p. 46). Once again, Gishlick's 
disagreements are not just with Wells. 


(I) Alan Gishlick, "Comments on the Discovery Institute's 
Analysis of the Treatment of Evolution in Biology 
Textbooks',"" submitted to the Texas Education Agency in 
connection with their July 9, 2003 public hearing on 
textbook adoption. 


(J) Neil A. Campbell & Jane B. Reece, Biology, Sixth Edition 
(San Francisco: Benjamin Cummings, 2002). 


(K) J.-Y. Chen, Di-ying Huang & Chia-Wei Li, "An early 
Cambrian craniate-like chordate,"' Nature 402 (1999): 
918-522. 

(L) D.-G. Shu et al., 'Lower Cambrian vertebrates from 


South China," Nature 402 (1999): 42-46. 


page 23 


Daylight Number 38 


Since the abruptness and extensiveness of the Cambrian explosion are so well 
documented, there is no excuse for a biology textbook to deal with the animal 
fossil record without even mentioning it. Furthermore, since some biologists 
maintain that the Cambrian explosion presents a challenge -- or at least a 
"paradox" -- for one of the fundamental tenets of Darwin's theory, any biology 
textbook that doesn't discuss that challenge fails to provide students with the 
resources to think critically about the most widely taught scientific explanation 
for evolution. Published with permission of the Discovery Institute . 


Under half of Britons accept that life came by evolution 


An opinion poll for the BBC ‘Horizon’ series asked 2000 participants what 
best described their view on the origin and development of life. This was 
associated with the program War on Science, broadcast on BBC2 on 26th 
January 2006, which looked at the attempt to introduce Intelligent Design into 
US science classes. ‘The results were: 

¢ 22° chose creationism 

¢ 17% opted for intelligent design 

¢ 48°% selected evolution theory 

¢ 13% did not know. 

Given these three descriptions of the development of life on Earth, people 
were asked which they would like to see taught in science lessons in British 
schools. 

e 44° said creationism should be included 

¢ 41° wanted intelligent design 

¢ 69° thought evolution should be in the curriculum. 

Lord Martin Rees, President of the Royal Society, said: “It is surprising that 
many should still be sceptical of Darwinian evolution. Darwin proposed his 
theory nearly 150 years ago, and it is now supported by an immense weight of 
evidence. We are, however, fortunate compared to the US in that no major 
segment of UK religious or cultural life opposes the inclusion of evolution in 
the school science curriculum.” 


Spokesmen for the scientific establishment still fail to appreciate that many well-informed 
people now consider that there is an enormous mass of evidence that 1s opposed to the theory of 


evolution, with or without Darwinism. Ed. 
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The Landing Site of Noah's Ark 


by Maureen Day 


Concerning the historical events recorded in the early chapters of the Book of 
Genesis: so-called orthodox historians may dismiss these as being myths, but 
so-called revisionist scholars claim to be finding extra-biblical evidence of their 
objective reality. The degree of disagreement among the revisionists 
themselves about the worth of each other's claims can be disconcerting. But 
since there must be at least some general evidence amongst all of their 
findings put together, 1t cannot but be useful to study as much of all their work 
as possible. 


As an illustration of the above, I shall briefly compare the opposing claims of 
three revisionist groups, to have found the landing site of Noah's Ark (and the 
claim of one of these groups to have found the Ark itself) and I shall offer my 
opinion as to whether or not any of the three claims is true. ‘The three groups 
are as follows 

(a) The IGR/AIG group. ‘This comprises two prestigious Protestant 
Evangelical Organisations: the Institute for Creation Research, based in the 
USA; and Answers in Genesis, based in Great Britain. 

(b) The ROHL "group". This is one person: the well-known, mainstream 
writer of revisionist ancient history David M. Rohl, based in Great Britain. 

(c) The WYATT group. ‘This comprises the two Protestant researchers 
Ronald E. Wyatt and David Fasold, both of the USA and both now deceased; 
and Jonathan Grey of Australia. 


The IGR/AIG claim 


According to Sacred Scripture, Noah's Ark came to rest "upon the mountains 
of Armenia" (Genesis 8:4). In Protestant versions, the text is "In the mountains 
of ARARAT." ‘This name means Uratu, an ancient kingdom which ceased to 
exist in about the 6th century BC. ‘The Armenians (who are perhaps 
descended from the ancient people of Uratu" hold Mount Ararat proper to be 
their national symbol: they call it Marsis, meaning "Mother of the World", 
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because of its association with Noah's Ark. This massive, beautiful mountain 
is a volcanic cone, 16 853 feet high, and 25 miles in diameter. It is 
permanently snow-capped, a home of wild bears and a haunt of bandits, and 
is subject to sudden, violent weather-changes. It is thus a hazardous 
proposition for mountaineers. Situated in eastern Turkey, this mountain is 
called Great Ararat, because it has a sister mountain 7 miles away, which is 12 
782 feet high, which is known as Little Ararat '. 


There is a tradition, adhered to mainly by eastern Christians and seemingly 
dating back no earlier than the 13th century AD, to the effect that the Ark 
landed precisely on Great Ararat. However, it is recorded that the actual 
landing place, wherever it was, was regularly visited by pilgrims in 
pre-Christian an early Christian times; it seems unlikely that ordinary pilgrims 
would have been willing or able to climb the hazardous Great Ararat. 
Furthermore, all the claims made since the 19th century to have found the 
Ark, or traces of it, on this mountain have proved to be unfounded. ‘The 
ICR/AIG group has committed itself to the insistence that obedience to what 
Protestants term the "authority of the Bible" requires one to believe in the 
aforementioned tradition. But the WYATT group maintains that there are 
geological indications that Great Ararat did not yet exist at the time of the 
Flood. ‘The latter group also says that if the Ark had landed on the area, from 
which the volcanic cone of Great Ararat was later to swell up, the swelling-up 
process, when it occurred, would have completely destroyed the Ark. 


The ROHL claim 


According to the Koran (a traditional source of information on the Ark), the 
Ark landed on a mountain named Al Judi, or in ‘Turkish Judi Dagh. ‘There is 
a mountain of this name in ‘Turkey, about 170 miles SW of Great Ararat, as 
the crow flies, in the Zagros Mountains. For ROHL, this mountain, which is 
6000 feet high, is where Noah's Ark landed. (According to the WYATT 
group, there is another mountain also named Judi Dagh in Turkey, about 180 
miles W of ROHL's Judi Dagh, as the crow flies, near the town of Urfa.) 


' "The stretches of sea nearest to Great Ararat are: the Black Sea, about 165 
miles from it; and the Caspian Sea, which is about 210 miles from it. 
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ROHL bases his claim on data drawn from a number of literary sources. 
From one such modern source, he draws what follows. ‘The Kurdish tribe of 
the Yezidis presently inhabits an area near ROHL's Judi Dagh . (The tribe 
worships a god named Shaitan, 1.e. Satan) ‘The tribe ardently believes that the 
Ark landed on this mountain, and every year on 14 September (the traditional 
Kurdish date for the landing of the Ark) it holds a celebratory sacrifice on the 
summit of the mountain. 


From "Legends of the Jews", by the Jewish writer Louis Ginzberg, published 
in 1919, ROHL draws the following "Jewish tradition" as he terms it. ‘The 
Assyrian King Sennacherib (reigned 705-681 BC) obtained a plank of wood 
from the Ark. He worshipped it as an idol, and vowed that if it brought him 
success in his exploits, he would sacrifice to it his two elder sons. But the sons 
learned of their father's vow, murdered him in his capital city of Niniveh, and 
escaped into unknown parts, where they "released the Jewish captives confined 
there in great numbers" (the inference presumably being that Sennacherib was 
the Jews' captor). ROHL has learned from another modern literary source 
that Sennacherib had several reliefs of himself carved into the rock at the base 
of ROHL's Judi Dagh; ROHL takes this is as being a proof that the 
aforementioned Jewish tradition is true, and that Sennacherib took his piece of 
the Ark from ROHL's mountain. (It is historically known that Sennacherib 
was murdered.) 


I shall refer to data drawn by ROHL from yet more literary sources in my 
comment on the WYATT claim. 


The WYATT claim 


In mid-May 1948, a 22 year-old Kurdish farmer named RESHIT SARIHAN 
lived in a Kurdish village in the mountains, about 16 miles SW of Great 
Ararat. He owned a sheep-field about 500 yards from, and therefore within 
sight of, the village. One morning, he saw with astonishment that during the 
night, an earthquake had pushed up out of the ground, into his field, a huge, 
boat shaped object, seemingly made of the same material as the ground. 
Reshit's first reaction was one of irritation at having thus had his field ruined. 
In 1959 a Turkish pilot, when flying over the area in a government 
map-making project, photographed the object, which was seen to be caught in 
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a stream of solidified lava. In 1977 Ronald Wyatt, of the WYATT group, 
made his first visit to the boat shape, but was disappointed with it at ground 
level, from the point of view of archaeological field-survey, because its walls 
were only a few feet high. However, on 25th November 1978, at 10:57 a.m., 
an earthquake pushed the object further up out of the ground, so that its walls 
were then about 20 feet above ground. A ‘Turkish official named the 
Honourable (Judge) Tahir ELHAN, who was present in the adjacent village 
on that occasion, has testified, as have others who were also there, as to what 
happened shortly before the earthquake. ‘The skies above the area turned 
silver; all the villagers rushed out of their houses to observe this celestial 
phenomenon, and it was thus that the earthquake caused virtually no human 


injury. 


From then on, the WYATT group made about 34 visits to the boat-shape, and 
amassed a wealth of alleged evidence, both scientific and historical, in support 
of its claim that the object is Noah's Ark. The IGR/AIG group has vigorously 
challenged the aforementioned alleged scientific evidence; the WYATT group 
has vigorously defended its evidence, in opposition to the challenge. I shall 
not discuss the aforementioned argument, but shall instead give the reader a 
flavour of the alleged historical evidence offered by the WYATT group. 


The boat shape is in the Akyayla range of mountains, the peak on whose side 
it actually lies being known locally as JUDI DAGH. (This name is sometimes 
spelt CUDI DAGH, but the pronunciation is the same.) ‘The location of the 
object matches the details of Moslem tradition on the Ark's landing site: the 
Ark landed on a hill, not a mountain (the Akyayla Judi Dagh being 8 500 feet 
high, the object lying at 6 300 feet); on the west side of the hill; on a 
north-south axis (the axis of the boat-shape being 10° off north-south); and is 
alongside a large rock (the boat shape being impaled in its side by a rocky 
outcrop). ‘The WYATT group believes that the Ark first landed on the 
summit of the Akyayla Judi Dagh; and that at some unknown time it was 
washed down the hill-side in a lava flow, was piercing in its side by the rocky 
out-crop and held fast, and was then submerged under the lava flow. ‘The 
WYATT group found alleged evidence of the landing of the Ark on the 
aforementioned summit. ‘This same includes the remains of a broken stele, 
which bears inscriptions in cuneiform script, in Sumerian and in Hurrian. 


page 28 


May 2006 


The Hurrian inscription, dating back to c2000 BC, clearly refers to the 
landing site of Noah's Ark. 

The boat-shaped object 1s 515 feet long and 139 feet wide, which corresponds 
with the relevant Scriptural measurements, which the WYATT group believes 
are expressed in the ancient Egyptian cubit, which Moses would have used, 
since he was educated in Egypt. According to group-member David Fasold, 
the Ark comprises two components: a hull, or raft, upon which was stacked a 
"house" which accommodated all the living beings, human and animal. 
Basing himself on findings at the boat-shape site and data given in ancient 
accounts of the Ark, Fasold (a marine-salvage expert with 20 years' experience 
of working with sea-going vessels) speculated that the hull was made of reeds, 
and that it was solid (not hollow), with an upswept, in-curving bow and stern. 
The "house" nestled inside the incurving bow and stern. ‘The completed 
two-component vessel was coated entirely, on the outside, with a layer of 
bituminous cement, flecked with iron, which hardened into stone. It was this 
stone covering which kept the vessel safe from the Flood-waters. 


According to the ancient Assyrian account of the Flood, the Epic of 
Gilgamesh, the Ark landed on Mount Nisir. A copy of this account was first 
found in the library of the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal (reigned 668 - 627 BC). 
An earlier Assyrian king, ASHURNAZIRPAL II (reigned 883-859 BC) also 
left 1t on record that the Ark landed on a mountain of that name. It could be 
suggested that Ashurnazirpal was a descendant of ASSHUR, one of the sons 
of Shem, son of Noah. The Assyrians claimed that Asshur was the father of 
their race. The location of Mount Nisir had been unknown to scholars until 
the WYATT group discovered that before 1948, the Kurdish village adjacent 
to the boat-shaped object was named SAR, or NASAR, i.e. NIZIR. After the 
boat-shape had been pushed up into view, in Reshit's field, the villagers 
renamed their village Uzengili, meaning STIR UP. The Turkish word 
NEZIR, with the original Assyrian consonants NZR still effective, means A 
THING DONE, GIVEN, OR SACRIFICED, IN FULFILLMENT OF A 
VOW - recalling the sacrificed Noah offered God after he had left the Ark, 
and the covenant God then made with him. (Gen. 8: 20-21 and Gen. 9:11). 


Numerous other local place-names in the area of the boat-shape have 
reference to the landing of the Ark, e.g. the name of a nearby village being 
KAZAN, or ARZEP, meaning THE PLACE OF EIGHT, te. the eight 
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persons in the Ark. As another example: a nearby castle stands on a site 
named DARONYK, meaning WHERE ‘THE OARS WERE REVERSED. 
To briefly return to the ROHL claim, and to some further alleged evidence 
for it, proposed by ROHL. He quotes from the Ist century AD Jewish 
historian JOSEPHUS as saying that the Ark landed "on Mount Judi, near 
Lake Van." ROHL's Judi Dagh is SW of this lake, whereas WYAT'T's Judi 
Dagh is NE of it; but WYAT'T's mountain is nearer to the shoreline of this 
lake than is ROHL's mountain. ROHL quotes that the Ark landed: in the 
country of the "KORDUAIANS of Armenia" (from BEROSSUS, a 3rd 
century BC Babylonian priest); on "Mount KARDU" in "the mountains of 
ARARAT" (from St HIPPOLYTUS, 155-236 AD); in "the mountains of 
KURDISTAN" (in Aramaic ‘TURE KARDU), from ONKELOS, 4th century 
AD; and in "KARDUNYA" (from GINZBERG). It is generally agreed by 
scholars that the "Korduaians", etc. were the ancestors of the modern Kurds. 
ROHL assumes that the area of modern Kurdistan was necessarily the ancient 
homeland of the Kurds! ancestors, and that "his" Judi Dagh, which is in this 
area, is therefore necessarily the landing site of the Ark. ' The WYATT group, 
however, also uses all the aforementioned quotations in support of its own 
claim. 


According to one quotation given by ROHL, which the WYATT group could 
not use for its own claim, the Ark landed "on the mountains of Ararat, that is, 
Gebel Judi, near Mosul" (from the 9th century AD Bishop Eusebius of 
Alexandria). ROHL's Judi Dagh is about 60 miles N of the modern city of 
Mosul, in Iraq. Assuming for the sake of the argument that the WYATT 
claim is true, is there anything to be said favourably of ROHL's claim, in view 
of the aforementioned quotation and of ROHL's other, alleged evidence? 
Perhaps in one sense, yes. Remember that, at some unknown historical time, 
the Ark of Noah, having been carried halfway down the Akyayla Judi Dagh in 
a lava/mud flow, and impaled in its side by a rocky outcrop, had been 
completely submerged by the lava/mud. With the Ark no longer in sight, 


' On the diagrammatic map of the relevant area, given by ROHL in his book 
"Legend: the Genesis of Civilisation", ROHL does not include the Ararat 
region in the area of modern Kurdistan; but this region is thus included, in an 
article on the Kurds in the August 1992 issue of the "National Geographic" 
magazine. 
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many would have forgotten its true location; belief in an alternative, false 


location (ROHL's Judi Dagh?) could have become traditional. 


I am of the firm opinion that the boat shape object on the side of the Akyayla 
Judi Dagh is Noah's Ark. In this I am in some good company. Professor 
Ekrem AKURGAL, Turkey's most prestigious archaeologist, has stated 
publically that the boat-shape is Noah's Ark: "because there is no other 
explanation". A Dr. Salih BAYRAKTUTAN, geologist, of the Ataturk 
University n URZURUM, Turkey, and a member of the ‘Turkish Noah's Ark 
Commission, has also publically affirmed that he holds this position. On 20th 
June 1987, Turkish government officials, a film crew from the USA, and the 
late Ronald Wyatt were present at the boat-shape for the dedication of the 
area as a Noah's Ark National Park. On the following day, ‘Turkey's largest 
newspaper, "Hurriyet", reported on the ceremony on its front page, and 
quoted a Mr Sevret Ekinci, Governor of the Agri district, as saying: "I 
appreciate all the scientists for discovermg Noah's Ark." A modern road has 
been built, leading up to the site, and a Visitors' Centre has been built near it. 
At the foot of the hill leading up to the site is a road-sign, placed there by the 
Minister for Culture, which says: 


NU'HUN GEMISI (which is Turkish for Noah's Ark). 


Suggested reading 


"The Discovery of Noah's Ark", by David FASOLD, published by Sidgwick & 
Jackson, 1990 


"Discoveries: Questions Answered", edited and published by Jonathan GRAY, 
2000. (This book includes details of the dispute between the [GR/AIG and 
WYATT groups, over the alleged scientific evidence for the claim of the 
WYATT group to have discovered Noah's Ark.) 


"The Ark Conspiracy", authored and published by Jonathan GRAY, 1994. 


"Legend: the Genesis of Civilisation", by David M. ROHL, published by 
Century, 1998. 


Please see diagrammatic map over page... 
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Miss Maureen Day has been a loyal supporter of Daylight since 1987, 
attended nearly all our public meetings, and read widely on a range of subjects 
in Biblical History and the Origins issues. This article deals with a subject that 
has not previously been covered in this depth in Daylight, and I thank her for it. 


Perhaps, if the prophets of Global Warming are correct, it may not be too 
long before the icy shrouds of the Ark, which we believe does still exist buried 
in the Ararat area, melt to reveal the truth to those willing to accept it. It is a 
tradition in that locality that this will one day come to pass... 


Ed. 
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Where is Evolution? 
Extracts from news items in the Dazly Telegraph, 


The spirit of Piltdown continues 

“ “Most current published research findings are false,’ reports one analysis of 
theoretical, clinical and molecular research in the online journal Public Library 
of Science (PloS): Medicine last month. It began with a study of 49 research 
articles that had been cited by other scientist 1,000 times or more and revealed 
14 of them - almost a third - were later refuted by other work (...) Overall, 
more than half of all published research is probably wrong. 

“Another research survey from the journal Nature reported that up to one third 
of several thousand National Institutes of Health scientists in America were 
engaged in ‘questionable practices’ ”. ‘These included “failing to present data 
contradicting their own research”, “ignoring data on the basis of a gut feeling 
that it was wrong’, and “changing the design, methodology or results of a 
study in response to pressure from a funding source.” DT, 7 Sep 2005 


Should we try to talk to ET? 

“Aliens are probably common,” reports Roger Highfield. “because there are 
billions of trillions of stars in the cosmos, many astronomers think it would be 
highly improbable for Earth to be the only rock to harbour life. Whether ET is 
intelligent is still hotly debated. But no one doubts that the receipt of a signal 
from another civilisation would be Earth-shattering. ‘It would surely be the 
greatest discovery of all time, eclipsing the findings of Newton, Darwin and 
Einstein combined,’ says Prof. Paul Davies, a British cosmologist.” 

Prof. Davies is charged with planning what to do in the event of “first contact” 
with an alien. However, the problem is that even the nearest stars are only just 
recelving news from radio and television of the rise of Hitler and the exploits 
of the ITMA gang! Seti (Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence) is “a glorious 
but almost certainly hopeless quest”, Davies admits. 

Science writer John Gribbin gives several reasons why he thinks we are 
probably the only technological civilisation in the Galaxy. The Sun is an 
unusually stable star, rich in heavy elements. It is unusual in not being in a 
binary or triple system, which would cause an unstable planetary system. ‘The 
massive planet Jupiter protects Earth from bombardment from comets. “Earth 
has a huge Moon, compared with other moons and their planets. Such moons 
are rare. The big Moon 1s vital for our existence: it stabilises the axis of the 
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Earth and stops it toppling like a wobbling top; tides inside the Earth keep it 
molten and sustain magnetic fields which shield us from harmful cosmic rays; 
tides in the ocean played a big part in the emergence of life on to land; and, 
like Jupiter on a local scale, the Moon shields us from impacts (...) sending 
signals of our own into space? A waste of time and money!” DT 5th Oct 2005 


Gorillas using tools? No big deal, says Attenborough. 

Popular ‘TV naturalist and writer, Sir David can’t see what the fuss was over 
photographs purporting to show a gorilla using a stick to measure water depth 
while fording a river. “ ‘Absolutely well-known behaviour,’ he says. “And who 
can say exactly what the gorilla was using the stick for? It could have been 
using it for balance. All this ‘revelation about man’s evolutionary partners’ is 
simply rubbish, tosh, absolute rubbish! We know that all kinds of creatures use 
tools and, anyway, gorillas are not nearly as clever as chimps.” 


DT 12 Nov 2005 


Bigger differences between chimp and human genes 


“Comparisons of the two genomes... suggest that our species may be more 
different from the great apes than previously thought: the differences between 
the chimp and human genomes is 10 times greater than that which occurs 
between any two humans”. ‘The research, published in Nature, shows that the 
chimp genome: “at first sight ... looks very similar to that of humans, 
consisting of about three billion or so genetic ‘letters’, with obvious differences 
in only 35 million, though some segments have been shuffled.” [...] “ “For all 
the talk of the 1.2 per cent single base-pair difference and the importance of 
those, there's even more difference between the species due to duplication 
events [2.7°%]’ said Dr Eichler (University of Washington, Seattle).” 

DT 1 Sep 2005 


‘Steady-State’ theorist passes on 

“Professor Sir Hermann Bondi, former Master of Churchill College, 
Cambridge, who died aged 85, was a mathematician and cosmologist; in 
1948, with Fred Hoyle and Thomas Gold, he developed the steady-state 
theory of the universe.[...] A steady-state universe has no beginning or end in 
time. [...] [The theory] fell out of favour when it was discovered from research 
into radio galaxies and quasars in the far universe, that the universe had been 
more dense and hotter in the past. ‘The theory encountered further difficulties 
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in 1965, following the discovery, by Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson, of 
microwave background radiation, which suggested that the big bang theory - 
the creation of the universe from a single cataclysmic event - was a more likely 
explanation. 

“Bondi was sufficiently objective to realise that Big Bang was the more 
credible of the two theories, and revised his opinions. However, Hoyle and 
Gold refused to abandon the steady-state theory, still insisting that the 
universe was infinitely old. [...] 

“A humanist throughout his life, he claimed never to have ‘felt the need for 
religion’. He was president of the British Humanist Association in 1982 and of 
the Rationalist Press Association from 1982.” DT, 13 Sep 2005 


Discoverers of DNA structure attack religion 
Francis Crick and James Watson revealed the double-helix nature of DNA in 
Cambridge in 1953. They “both used the [50th] anniversary to mount an 
attack on religion. [...] Watson and Crick are both outspoken atheists... Crick, 
86, lost his religious faith at about 12. His distaste for religion was one of the 
prime motives in the work that led to the sensational 1953 discovery. “I went 
into science because of these religious reasons, there’s no doubt about that. I 
asked myself what were the two things that appear inexplicable and are used 
to support religious beliefs: the difference between living and non-living things, 
and the phenomenon of consciousness... Archbishop Ussher claimed the world 
was created in 4004 BC. Now we know it is 4.5 billion years old. It’s 
astonishing to me that people continue to accept religious claims.” Crick 
argued in The Astonishing Hypothesis (1991) that free will was composed of 
certain brain cells, a discovery which “provided a scientific refutation of the 
Roman Catholic definition of the soul as a living being without a body, having 
reason and free will.” 
His co-discoverer, Watson, 74, described how he gave up attending mass at 
the start of the Second World War, having come to the conclusion that “the 
Church was just a bunch of fascists that supported Franco”. He told the 
Telegraph that religious explanations were ‘myths from the past’. “Every time 
you understand something, religion becomes less likely. Only with the 
discovery of the double helix and the ensuing genetic revolution have we had 
grounds for thinking that the powers held traditionally to be the exclusive 
property of the gods might one day be ours.” DT, 20 Mar 2003; 30 Jul 2004. 
Crick died in Fuly 2004 Ed. 


page 35 


Daylight Number 38 


‘Spectrum’ 


A further selection of comments and opinions from letters 
received since our ‘new design’ (No. 33) 


“Congratulations to yourself and your student friend for the beautiful design of Daylight 
No.33. The articles contained in it were just enthralling, especially the one by Dr Patrick 7. 
McCarthy on “Why did Science Start?”...May Our Glorious Patrons Bless you in your 
magnificent apostolate.” O.H., Ireland 


“Congratulations on your latest Daylight - cover and contents excellent. In an effort to 
enlighten some of my friends I would hike to have 5 copies of the fanuary Daylight uf you have 
as many to spare.” C.R, Kent 


“What a pleasant surprise to get the excellently revamped “Daylight” and catalogue of 
Resources! 40 pages of first class information. (...) Things are beginning to sound a bit more 
upbeat, now that the Kolbe Center are beginning to make headway in the Vatican. It'll be 
some tume yet before “Daylight” becomes redundant... We remember you and your vital 
apostolate in our daily family Rosary.” T.W., Cornwall 


“Two of my friends (...) have highly recommended your publication on the topic of Creation. 
I would lke to subscribe to it also, as this 1s one of my prime mterests...” 'T.E., Somerset 


“Thank you for sending me Daylight Magazine. My husband and I really look forward to 
reading each issue. One of my sons has shown an interest and I have passed issues on to him 
and to others. We found the reports in Daylight issue number 33, Autumn 2003, about the 
Kolbe Center (pages 5-8), the following article by Robert Sungenis, and your “conversion 
story” all particularly noteworthy. We pray that God will bless the members of the Kolbe 
Center - and Daylight Magazine’s Editor.” M.W., Glos. 

“T recently read your entry in the UR Christian Handbook with interest. Please send me 
details about membership of your Society and sample of your literature. C.T., Hants. 


“.. L think ut is very wmportant that your publication should be supported to counter the 


continued propaganda on the media by the evolutionists, who never miss an opportunity to 
ram home the Darwinian theory as fact.” M.N., Bristol 
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“.Meloyn Brage’s ‘In Our Time’ last Thursday (17.3.05) gave, unintentionally, serious 
ammunition against the evolution position, I think. Sw Roger Penrose (Emeritus Oxford 
Professor of Maths) expressed very plainly: 

(I) that Einstein’s cosmological constant was invented to make his equations work. It 1s now 
discredited but Sw Roger has picked wt up again and somehow related it (although numerically 
changed) to dark Energy...(so much for a “constant™!) 

(2) that Big Bang theory goes completely against the 2nd Law of Thermodynamics (we know 
that but most evolutionists try to explain it away), so that everything must have begun from a 
highly organised state, in order to have disintegrated to what it 1s now. (...) [ don’t think the 
other two contributors approved of Sir Roger Penrose’s view at all.” N. M., Wales 


‘T was recewed into the Catholic Church last year after many years as an ‘agnostic 
Anglican’, and would like to look at the case for creationism. Please send me reading material 
and any list of books and booklets you may have for sale. 

For years I based my rejection of the reality of God and Chnst on a pseudo-religious devotion 
to Darwin’s theory of evolution and his contemporary followers lke the late Stephen Fay 
Gould and Richard Dawkins. Now I know there is a case against pure, undiluted 
evolutionism” C.T., Sussex 


“Thank you for the latest issue of Daylight. May God support you m_your efforts. (...) [am 
sure the tide 1s turning in our direction. Evolution as a scientific idea rs dead. It 1s upheld by 
philosophers and theologians who built their careers on the process of adapting thew fields to 
the fact’ of evolution. They cannot accept the idea that it 1s no longer a fact. But they shall 
have to...” Prof. Macie} Giertych, Poland (Honorary Member of Daylight) 


“Enclosed you will find check for 12 EUR as a subscription payment. God bless you and 
your most important apostolate! A.M.D.G.” M.S., Czech Republic 


“Your recent issue of ‘Daylight [#37] was really good. I have been getting into arguments 
with the clergy on this subject and this will be a great help. Also I have been fighting a 
running battle on this topic with our local newspaper for the past 20 yrs. Could you send me 
2 more copies...” Dr K.C, USA 


“Herewith my renewed sub. for 3 more issues of ‘Daylight’. No 36, which I have just 
perused, 1s excellent. Your article “Creation to the Flood in Catholic Liturgy’ was particularly 
illuminating. Omission is often more damaging than innovation because ‘out of sight, out of 
mind’. Lex orandt, Lex credendr, indeed.” T.W., Cornwall. 
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Financial Statement 
Daylight Origins Society 
2004 & 2005 


INCOME Year 2003 
Opening Credit 994 


Notes 


lL. Four issues of Daylight were published over 2004/2005 so subscriptions 
have been renewed at different times, resulting in irregular ncome. 

2 Printing and postage costs of the improved magazine are now around 
£600 per issue. 300 copies are printed and about 250 mailed out. Unless there is 
some improvement in circulation, the subscription will have to be raised. 

2: Fewer than forty supporters have renewed their subscriptions over the 
past year, which means that this issue has had to be subsidised from the Editor’s 
personal funds. Readers are warned that it will not be possible to publish 
Number 39 until sufficient funds become available. 

4, Note that D.O.S. 1s a non-profit making organisation and has no paid 
staff. It cannot operate without income from subscriptions and donations. 
Please renew your subscription promptly 1f you want Daylight to continue! 
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COMPUTER SLIDE SHOWS 
by the late Wallace Johnson 


May 2006 
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Creation Science Organisations and Resources 


Answers in Genesis 

P.O. Box 5262, Leicester LE2 3XU; Bookshop: 147 Queens Road, Leicester LE2 3FL. 
Tel: 0116 270 8400 Fax: 0116 270 0110 

E-mail: UKOrders@answersingenesis.org Web Site: www.answersingenesis.org 
Produces high quality magazine ‘Creation’; wide range of creation books and 
audio-visual materials; organises meetings and seminars. 


Biblical Creation Society 
P.O. Box 22, Rugby, Warwickshire CV22 7SY. Tel: 01734 585 880 
Web Site: www.biblicalcreation.org 


Publications, e.g. ‘Origins’; organises meetings; articles and information on website. 


Creation Resources Trust 

P.O.Box 3237, Yeovil, Somerset BA22 7RG Tel: 01935 850569. 

Web Site: www.c-r-t.co.uk 

Produces ‘Creation Update’ newsletter, “Our World’ magazine for children and 
‘Original View’ for teenagers. Organises meetings. Good resources. 


Creation Science Movement 

P.O. Box 888, Portsmouth PO6 2YD. Tel: 023 9229 3988 

Publishes small magazine and many pamphlets. Books, tapes, videos. 

Runs “The Genesis Expo’ creation museum at 17/18 The Hard, Portsmouth. 


Web Site: www.csm.org.uk 


Creation & Biblical Resources 

‘El Nathan’, 10 Forge Row, New Farnley, Leeds LS12 5DN. 
Tel: 0113 263 3444 . E-mail: creation@ukonline.co.uk 
Web Site: www.dunelmsystems.co.uk/mcintosh 


Creation Research 

P.O. Box 1, Ashton-Under-Lyne, Lancashire OL6 IWW 

Tel: 0161 445 8935 Fax: 0161 282 1111 

Web Site: www.creationresearch.net Books, DVDs, CDs, ‘Tapes. 


Catholic websites with creation/biblical resources include: 


www.theotokos.org.uk 
www.kolbecenter.org 
www.ttforum.org 
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Daylight Origins Society 


Catalogue of Resources (12pp) - free 


Pamphlets of some popular articles 

Newman Graduate Education reprints 

Creation Research pamphlets 

Details of book: Creation Rediscovered - G,J. Keane 
Wallace Johnson lectures on CD-ROM 

Evolution - Fact or Belief? video 

Details of Drama in the Rocks - section of EFoB video 
Spotlight - brief articles on Origins topics 

Books and booklets from other publishers 


Details of other Creation Science organisations and resources 


Index of Articles(8pp) - free 


Daylight | - 36 (1991 - 2004) 


Please send SAE (in Britain) for Catalogue and/or Index 


Past issues of Daylight 
(Numbers 1-32 @ 50p each 
33 on, @ £1 each) 


Front cover acknowledgement 

Adam and Eve (detail) 1504 - Albrecht Diirer 

Museum number M.66.33 

Los Angeles County Museum of Art, Art Museum Council Fund 
Photograph ©2003 Museum Associates/LACMA 


a 


Guiding Principles 
of 
Daylight Origins Society 


"The Teaching Authority of the Church does not forbid 
that, in conformity with the present state of human 
sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions, 
on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place 
with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it 
inquires into the origin of the human body as coming 
from pre-existent and living matter - for the Catholic 
faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created 
by God. However this must be done in such a way that 
the reasons for both opinions, that is, those favourable 
and those unfavourable to evolution, be weighed and 
judged with the necessary seriousness, moderation and 
measure, and provided that all are prepared to submit 
to the judgement of the Church, to whom Christ has given 
the mission of interpreting authentically the 


Sacred Scriptures and of defending the dogmas of faith." 


Encyclical Letter: "Humani Generis", (1950) , Pope Pius 


XII. 


